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Abstract
This paper introduces a novel combination of two tasks, pre-
viously treated separately: acoustic-to-articulatory speech in-
version (AAI) and phoneme-to-articulatory (PTA) motion es-
timation. We refer to this joint task as acoustic phoneme-to-
articulatory speech inversion (APTAI) and explore two differ-
ent approaches, both working speaker- and text-independently
during inference. We use a multi-task learning setup, with the
end-to-end goal of taking raw speech as input and estimating
the corresponding articulatory movements, phoneme sequence,
and phoneme alignment. While both proposed approaches share
these same requirements, they differ in their way of achiev-
ing phoneme-related predictions: one is based on frame clas-
sification, the other on a two-staged training procedure and
forced alignment. We reach competitive performance of 0.73
mean correlation for the AAI task and achieve up to approxi-
mately 87% frame overlap compared to a state-of-the-art text-
dependent phoneme force aligner.
Index Terms: speech inversion, attention, phoneme alignment,
wav2vec 2.0, HPRC, tract variables, multi-task learning

1. Introduction
In phonetics, articulatory configurations are analyzed to under-
stand how different sounds are produced and how they can be
classified into phonemes within a particular language’s phono-
logical system. Articulators refer to the various parts of the vo-
cal tract and other structures (e.g. tongue, lips, palate) involved
in the production of sounds. They are typically measured by
placing sensor coils, in a procedure called electromagnetic ar-
ticulography (EMA), and tracking the position and movement
over time during speech. These sensor coordinates are naturally
speaker-specific since they depend on the particular vocal tract
anatomy of the recorded speaker. Tract Variables (TVs), intro-
duced by Brownman et. al. [1], on the other hand, combine mul-
tiple individual vocal tract articulator movements, that achieve
a specific linguistic objective, into defined gestures relevant to
articulation. Transformations were introduced by Ji [2] to con-
vert EMA sensor coordinates into TVs, which were shown to
be less speaker dependent [3] than the original measurements.

The problem of inverting an original speech signal back to
its articulator positions is referred to as acoustic-to-articulatory
speech inversion (AAI), which can involve TVs or EMA coor-
dinates as targets. This task has been studied speaker-dependent
and speaker-independently in literature: multi-task learning
(MTL) [6, 7], generative adversarial networks [8], the appli-
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Figure 1: Nine tract variables (TVs), used for speaker-
independent articulatory speech inversion. Adapted from [4, 5].

24x

512xT
frozen

trained

10
24

xT

16 kHz
HPRC

~ 49Hz

Feature Extractor

Transformer
Layer

10 Hz
cut-off

SSL architecture
wav2vec2.0

raw wav

fix
ed

C
on

v1
D

9 
T

V
’s

~ 
49

H
z

45
 p

ho
ne

m
es

~ 
49

H
z

TV head

Ta
nh

D
ro

po
ut

Li
ne

ar tr
ai

ne
d

9x
T

phoneme head

D
ro

po
ut

Li
ne

ar tr
ai

ne
d

45
xTLe
ak
yR
eL
U

9x
T

~ 
49

H
z

M
SE

 L
os

s
C

E
 L

os
s

speech corpus

Figure 2: Proposed APTAI model, based on wav2vec2.0 fine-
tuning via frame-classification and TV regression.

cation to dysarthric speech [9], and speech therapy [10, 11, 12],
the incorporation of fundamental frequency [13], and others
[14, 15, 16] have been explored. A related but less studied
problem is taking a sequence of phonemes and mapping it to
articulator movements (PTA): gated bidirectional recurrent neu-
ral networks [17], attempts to model the entire vocal tract [18],
comparative studies [19], and feed-forward transformers [20]
have been applied, where the latter authors also applied it to
AAI in a speaker-dependent setting.

Phoneme recognition can be described as taking an au-
dio signal as input and producing the corresponding frame-
asynchronous phoneme sequence. However, the frame-
synchronous relation [21] is required for the task of phoneme
alignment [22, 23, 24], boundary detection, and segmentation
[25]. This paper focuses on phoneme recognition and subse-
quent alignment to the individual frames, which can be ben-
eficial e.g. during speech therapy [26, 27]. Here, we ex-
plore frame-wise classification and forced alignment. Our upper
bound is a state-of-the-art (SOTA) text-dependent force aligner.
This system relies on both audio and transcriptions as input,
which are converted from graphemes to phonemes.
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This paper introduces APTAI, a novel combination of AAI
and PTA in combination with phoneme recognition and align-
ment. We require that resulting models predict end-to-end
(in a therapeutic context) while working speaker- and text-
independently during inference. To this end, two different ap-
proaches are explored, with Figure 1 illustrating the TV regres-
sion targets to model articulation.

2. Proposed Approach(es)
This paper introduces two approaches, sharing the same re-
quirements outlined in the last paragraph of the introduction.
Both make use of MTL optimization, composed of articula-
tor movement regression and phoneme prediction paired with
alignment. The main difference is the way they deal with the
phoneme-related objective: APTAI is based on frame classifica-
tion, whereas f-APTAI utilizes forced alignment during a two-
staged training procedure. Our code is available online1.

Both approaches make use of self-supervised learning
(SSL) models but in different setups. Taking ASR as an exam-
ple, SOTA performance has been achieved using this paradigm,
which includes pre-training on large amounts of unlabeled data
and fine-tuning on a smaller, labeled dataset relevant to the de-
sired downstream task. We chose wav2vec2 [28], which opti-
mizes a contrastive loss during pre-training to learn a finite set
of speech representations. These can be fine-tuned for a broad
set of applications, with ASR as the original intended use case.
Thus, such embeddings are expected to capture meaningful fea-
tures of speech that are relevant for phonemes, which in turn
can be identified by specific articulator configurations.

Table 1: Fine-tuned phoneme recognizer results (PER [%] ↓),
using CP train/dev splits, for different pre-trained models.

wav2vec2- CP–test HPRC–N HPRC–F

base-960h 17.77 10.10 19.98
large-960h 18.71 11.47 24.27
large-lv60 9.75 4.96 13.76

large-960h-lv60 9.30 4.55 10.69
large-robust 8.83 4.45 10.53
xls-r-300m 11.70 7.77 19.38
xls-r-1b 18.50 12.69 27.29

large-xlsr-53 10.17 5.40 14.55

2.1. Frame Classification: APTAI

Of the two proposed approaches, APTAI follows a more clas-
sical setup, refer to Figure 2 for an overview. The general
idea is to fine-tune wav2vec2 to make use of its pre-trained
speech representations, which is the reason why we keep the
feature extractor frozen (pre-trained weights), and only train
the transformer layers (pre-trained initialization) in addition to
two added heads (randomly initialized). Furthermore, we add
a convolutional layer (fixed parameters), which behaves like
a low-pass (sinc) filter, adapted from [29]. This enforces the
smoothness of the predicted TV trajectories, which is required
since frame-based signal regression typically suffers from high-
frequency noise between the individual frame predictions.

An 16 kHz input speech signal x(t) is divided into T
frames xt ∈ R512 at 49Hz by the feature encoder. After pass-
ing the transformer layers, producing ht ∈ R1024, the TV head
takes this output and ultimately predicts ŷtv

t ∈ RTV smoothed
TV = 9 values for each frame t. As part of the MTL goal,
this head optimizes the reconstruction mean square error (MSE)

1https://github.com/tobwei/APTAI

loss between the predicted ŷtv
t and ground truth ytv

t TV val-
ues, which is expressed in the second term of Equation 1. The
phoneme head also takes ht as input and predicts a probabil-
ity distribution p̂t,c over C = 45 phoneme labels per frame t,
with c ∈ C. This frame-wise classification is optimized via
cross-entropy (CE) loss between the predicted p̂t,c and ground
truth pt,c probability distribution (see first term in Equation
1). Applying softmax to the resulting logits and choosing the
phoneme label c that yields the maximum probability per frame
t will result in an alignment, whilst a phoneme sequence can
be obtained by grouping over the individual frame predictions.
Finally, Equation 1 shows the MTL loss LFC for the APTAI ap-
proach, with λ as weighting factor.

LFC = − 1

T

T∑
t=1

C∑
c=1

pt,c log(p̂t,c)+λ
1

T

T∑
t=1

(ytv
t − ŷtv

t )2 (1)

2.2. Forced Alignment: f-APTAI

The idea behind the second approach f-APTAI is to make use
of hidden representations from a fine-tuned phoneme recognizer
in combination with a forced alignment of the predicted output
phoneme sequence. To this end, we use a two-staged approach
during training, depicted in Figure 3. We make use of different
datasets for the two stages, more details in section 3.1.

For the first stage, we fine-tune the same SSL architecture
(wav2vec2) used in APTAI, by adding a linear layer producing
lt ∈ RC∅ representing the same C = 45 phoneme labels with
the addition of a blank token ∅, per frame t ∈ T (see section
2.1). Similar to the ASR application, we optimize this model
using the connectionist temporal classification (CTC) loss. This
optimization behaves like a state machine, similar to hidden
markov models (HMM), and only requires a phoneme sequence
as additional input during training. However, CTC does not pro-
duce an alignment but rather outputs a frame-asynchronous (in
our case) phoneme label sequence through a frame-synchronous
decoding procedure (beam search), utilizing the blank token and
multiple possible alignment paths. Given a true phoneme la-
bel sequence W , then S represents all possible paths that map
from W to T by removing repeated labels and blanks. Then,
P (st | lt) represents the output of the model at t by applying
softmax to lt, with [s1:T ] ∈ S. Adapted from [21], the CTC
loss can be defined as:

LCTC = − log
∑
S

T∏
t=1

P (st | lt) (2)

The second stage of f-APTAI incorporates the frozen
model trained during stage-1. Specifically, two parts are ex-
tracted and used during training of stage-2: the predicted CTC-
based phoneme sequence (upper bound for stage-2) and the
output of the last transformer layer. Here, let the former be
[p1:N ] ∈ PN , where pn ∈ C, and N the maximum sequence
length. The last transformer layer output can be expressed as
matrix H , consisting of ht ∈ R1024 column vectors, with
t ∈ T . This can be understood as acoustic phoneme embed-
dings since the stage-1 objective (see Equation 2) led to ac-
cordingly optimized weights. A principal component analy-
sis (PCA) of these embeddings (extracted from the HPRC–N
dataset, see section 3.1) can be seen in Figure 4. The setup
is similar to [30] and shows good speaker independence with
phoneme clustering of exemplary chosen elongated vowels, a
fricative, nasal, and plosive. The performed neural forced align-
ment is inspired by [23] and has the goal of producing a mono-
tonic alignment, such that it aligns each phoneme label pn to a
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Figure 3: Proposed f-APTAI model, based on TV regression
and a two-staged forced alignment via cross-attention.

subset of consecutive hidden frame representations ht. There-
fore, one of the MTL optimization goals of f-APTAI is to
learn a matrix A ∈ RNxT that aligns PN to H . This objec-
tive is centered around a cross-attention computation between
a learned linear projection of ht to hp

t ∈ R128 resulting in
Hp ∈ RTx128, and a learned embedding of PN . This embed-
ding is created via projection of each pn ∈ PN to R128 and the
addition of a sinusoidal positional encoding [31], ultimately re-
sulting in matrix P ∈ R128xN . Finally, the cross-attention layer
computes the alignment matrix A = softmax(Hp · P ). We
constrain A to be monotonic and diagonal, which is inspired by
the forward-sum (FS) loss used in HMM systems, and adapted
from [22, 24]. See the first term in Equation 3, where O is the
optimal alignment.

LFA = −
∑

Hp,P∈O

logP (P | Hp)+λ
1

T

T∑
t=1

(ytv
t −ŷtv

t )2 (3)

Additionally, the cross-attention layer produces a hidden rep-
resentation matrix ∈ R256×T . This sequence of column vec-
tors over T frames serves as input for the TV regression part of
the f-APTAI model. Initially, it is passed through a single bi-
directional long short-term memory (LSTM) layer, the output
of which is ultimately projected to RTV . Moreover, the same
fixed-parameter convolutional low-pass (sinc) filter as in APTAI
is used to ensure the prediction of smooth TV trajectories ŷtv

t .
Consequently, the same MSE loss is also optimized, see the sec-
ond term in Equation 3.

3. Experimental Setup
It should be noted that our upper bound for both approaches, in
terms of phoneme recognition and alignment, is a SOTA [23]
text-dependent force aligner from WebMAUS [32]. The rea-
son for this is that we produce our ground truth phoneme la-
bels and time steps via this web API. We make use of Com-
monPhone (see section 3.1) for its robustness and this dataset
utilized the same process, so we apply the same to HPRC, the
second dataset that we use to guarantee compatibility.

3.1. Datasets

One of the two datasets that we use during experiments is Com-
mon Phone (CP) [33], which is based on the crowd-sourced
Common Voice [34]. Here, we utilize the English subset (45

Figure 4: PCA of the embeddings from the best-performing fine-
tuned phoneme recognition model from Table 1.

Table 2: Leave-one-speaker-out results (mean and deviation
across eight test speakers) for the two proposed approaches.

Model, Test Data PCC↑ RSME[mm] ↓ PER[%] ↓ Overlap[%] ↑

APTAI, HPRC–N 0.73 ± 0.03 0.67 ± 0.03 6.25 ± 1.30 87.38 ± 1.16
APTAI, HPRC–F 0.69 ± 0.03 0.72 ± 0.03 6.41 ± 1.76 84.91 ± 1.93

f-APTAI, HPRC–N 0.71 ± 0.03 0.68 ± 0.03 4.36 ± 0.07 76.18 ± 1.59
f-APTAI, HPRC–F 0.65 ± 0.03 0.74 ± 0.03 10.29 ± 3.62 72.93 ± 2.92

phoneme labels). The main motivation behind using CP is that
we want to build a robust system. When comparing CP to e.g.
TIMIT [35], this robustness becomes evident: one is recorded in
the same acoustically controlled environment with professional
equipment, and the other is based on recordings from people’s
smartphones in many different uncontrolled environments.

The second dataset we use contains articulator-related in-
formation in the form of EMA sensor data. This dataset is
the Haskins Production Rate Comparison (HPRC) [36], which
contains recordings from four female and four male subjects
reciting 720 phonetically balanced IEEE sentences at ”normal”
(HPRC–N) and ”fast” (HPRC–F) speaking rates. The speakers
in this dataset repeat utterances, however, we randomly select
only one repetition per utterance and speaker. Furthermore, we
used the MAUS aligner to create our ground truth phoneme la-
bels and time steps. This dataset comes with labels from an-
other aligner, but we wanted to make it compatible with the
CP dataset. Next, we performed pre-processing on the EMA
data: some of the coordinates contained NaN values, where
we applied linear interpolation to remedy this problem before
low-pass (Butterworth) filtering the sensor data with 20Hz to
eliminate recording related noise. After this, the EMA coordi-
nates were transformed into nine TVs (see Figure 1) and some
final processing was applied to them. The original EMA data
was sampled at 100Hz, resulting in TVs at the same rate. We
resampled them to 49Hz to synchronize them with the output
frame rate of wav2vec2. Finally, we applied utterance-wise z-
score normalization based on the individual TVs.

3.2. Model Evaluation

We evaluate the APTAI task in terms of the two MTL sub-
objectives. The articulation regression performance is evalu-
ated using two well-known metrics: the root mean square er-
ror (RMSE) based on the normalized values and the Pearson
correlation coefficient (PCC). To evaluate the phoneme recog-
nition and alignment performance, we use the phoneme error
rate (PER), where the ground truth is based on the webMAUS
grapheme-to-phoneme conversion. Phoneme alignment is also
evaluated regarding this text-dependent upper bound, using the
frame-wise overlap (percentage of correctly predicted frames).



Figure 5: Example model prediction (APTAI) and ground truth
for an unseen speaker (only a selection of all TVs is shown).

3.3. Model Training

The following setup was used to train/validate our two pro-
posed approaches, using the PyTorch framework. For CP, we
used the official train/dev/test splits. To test the performance
of our models, we used HPRC. Here, we applied leave-one-
speaker-out testing, i.e., data from seven speakers was used for
training/validation (90%/10%), and the data of the remaining
speaker was used to test (separated by speaking rates). Addi-
tionally, we performed the training split in such a way that only
unseen utterances were used for validation. The same optimizer
(Adam), learning rate (1e−5), learning-rate scheduler (warm-
up, static, and decaying epochs), batch size of 5, and model
selection metric (TV RMSE) were used for both proposed ap-
proaches. We experimented with MTL strategies (e.g. alternat-
ing epochs) but with no improvement in performance.

APTAI, utilizing wav2vec2-large-robust (see Table 1),
was trained for 20 epochs, with 20% dropout, and combined
HPRC–N and –F for training/validation. In terms of the MTL
loss optimization, we set λ = 1 thus weighting both tasks
equally, which resulted in the best performance.

Fine-tuning of the phoneme recognizer for stage-1 of
f-APTAI was based on wav2vec2-large-robust (best per-
formance, see Table 1) with a batch size of 2, 160 epochs, learn-
ing rate of 5e−6, a final dropout of 10%, and model selection
based on validation PER. For stage-2, we trained for 60 epochs,
used only HPRC–N (since including F would negatively impact
the PER of stage-1), set λ = 0.4, and N = 60, with shorter
phoneme sequences being padded. Finally, the implementation
of the FS loss was taken from [24].

4. Results and Discussion
Table 1 reveals that CP is a noisy dataset, while HPRC is not.
This results in better PER for ”normal” speaking rates, while
”fast” are more challenging (also for human listeners), with
wav2vec2-large-robust performing best.

Table 2 shows the main evaluation test results of the
introduced APTAI task, conducted in a speaker-independent
(LOSO) setting. Figure 5 illustrates prediction performance,
showing a selection of TVs for improved readability, whilst Fig-
ure 6 shows all TVs individually. In terms of TV metrics, both
models perform similarly, with APTAI achieving the best mean
PCC of 0.73. Comparing this result to other works is difficult
since setups are not uniform (e.g. trimming of silence), and re-
produced results do not match originally reported ones [6, 16].
However, reported speaker-independent PCC results on HPRC
roughly range from 35% to 76%, so we achieve competitive

Figure 6: Ground truth and model prediction (APTAI) in red
color, of an unseen speaker (refer to Figure 1 as legend).

Table 3: Individual TV metrics, in terms of mean and deviation
across the leave-one-speaker-out experiments (APTAI model).

HPRC–N HPRC–FTV’s
PCC↑ RSME[mm] ↓ PCC↑ RSME[mm] ↓

LA 0.87±0.03 0.49±0.06 81.76±4.89 0.57±0.07
LP 0.75±0.08 0.66±0.10 66.93±8.57 0.75±0.10
JA 0.82±0.04 0.57±0.06 73.97±4.19 0.67±0.06

TTCL 0.84±0.04 0.54±0.06 81.85±3.25 0.56±0.05
TTCD 0.79±0.04 0.61±0.06 74.14±5.48 0.67±0.06
TMCL 0.82±0.03 0.57±0.04 79.38±2.47 0.60±0.04
TMCD 0.37±0.11 1.07±0.09 27.94±11.34 1.13±0.09
TBCL 0.77±0.04 0.64±0.05 74.36±4.36 0.67±0.06
TBCD 0.54±0.15 0.88±0.14 56.57±14.53 0.85±0.14

performance. In terms of phoneme recognition and alignment,
frame classification outperforms the forced alignment approach
by 11.20%, achieving a frame overlap of 87.38%. Shih et. al.
[24] reported that in their experiments, a wider receptive field
lead to alignment instability. The fact that we use hidden trans-
former representations, capturing weighted global sequence de-
pendencies, might explain the reduced alignment performance,
which requires future research. Overall, the work of Siriwar-
dena et. al. [7] is similar, however, they report a PER of approx.
27% (and no alignment metric) since they see the phoneme-
related objective as an auxiliary task to improve TV-related per-
formance, while we see both tasks as equally important.

When looking at Table 3 and Figure 6, it is noticeable that
especially the regression of TMCD and TBCD perform signif-
icantly worse when compared to the other TVs, hampering the
overall mean PCC. This needs further investigation since other
papers do not seem to suffer from this problem.

5. Conclusion
This paper introduced APTAI, a novel combination of two tasks
previously viewed separately. We investigated two different ap-
proaches, sharing the same robust requirements but differing
mainly in their method of phoneme prediction and alignment.
Here, the frame classification based APTAI model performed
better, especially in terms of phoneme-related metrics. How-
ever, f-APTAI, based on forced alignment, has potentially more
room for improvement in future work. An example of this,
applicable to both models and requiring new pre-training, is
changing the output frame rate of wav2vec2 to 10ms instead of
20ms by changing the stride of the feature extractor, to improve
alignment performance [23] and enable 100Hz TV regression.
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